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AFFIDAVIT OF ERIN LAMB

NOW COMES your affiant, Erin Lamb, and hereby deposes and states on her own

personal knowledge as follows:

1,

U

I, Erin Lamb, am employed as a Cartographer in the Land Resource Division in St.
Joseph County, Michigan and I have worked in this capacity for the past 13 years.

A Cartographer someone who has the required education and/or training and is involved
with the scientific. technological and artistic aspects of developing and producing maps.
Douglas Kuhlman, Lockport Township’s Zoning Administrator, asked me to research and
develop several technical maps regarding certain parcels located in the City of Three
Rivers and Lockport Township, St. Joseph County.

The purpose of this request was to determine the municipal boundary lines between the
City of Three Rivers and Lockport Township, and which municipality certain parcels
were located in.

In my capacity as a Cartographer in the Land Resource Division for the County of St.
Joseph, I have advanced training in and access to parcel indentifying information and
possess the ability and technological expertise to develop and produce maps, and
distinguish municipal boundary lines based on this information,

As a Cartographer, I developed and produced several maps and provided the same to Mr.
Kuhlman regarding certain parcels located in the City of Three Rivers and Lockport

Township.




7. The maps I generated and developed accurately depict each parcel’s location, accurately
reflect the municipal boundary lines between the City of Three Rivers and Lockport
Township, and accurately reflect which municipality certain parcels are located in.

8. [ affirm that the maps attached to this affidavit were researched, developed and produced
were done through my research and technological expertise.

9. [ am competent as a witness and can testify as to the truth of these statements if called

upon to do so.

[yl N %
Date: f-10-177 (Lf( ///[ é)(/ﬁj
Erin Lanw
Cartographer; -and Resource Division

St. Joseph County

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)
COUNTY OF ST. JOSEPH )

Subscribed to and sworn to before me a notary public for the County of St. Joseph, State

of Michigan this [ ™day of IANYARY 207

Y

UGLAS M. KUHLMAN
NOTEIS PUBLIC - STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF ST. JOSEPH
My Commission Expires June 10, 2022

Acting in the County of

[

, Notary Public
County of'Ft, State of Michigan
acting in St. Joseph County, Michigan
My commission expires:
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In addition the chart below represents a comparison of the overall estimated tax
revenue between the years 2015 and 2016 for those units in St. Joseph County. It
should be noted that Lockport Township is quite stable with a 0.81% increase in
estimated tax revenue whereas the City of Three Rivers is estimated to take a
substantial loss of 20.22%. It is difficult to understand the logic or analogy of the City to
state that they will construct and maintain a complex of this size and nature when justin
one year only they have an estimated 20.22 percent loss in tax revenues.

L
Comparison of Overall Estimated Tax Revenue
2015 Estimated 2016 Estimated %

Local Governmental Units Tax Dollars Tax Dollars Change
001 Burr Oak Township $57,225 $59,789 4.48%
002 Calan Tavmship 5421.611 5426,010 1.04%
003 Constantine Township $174.934 5165,227 -11.27%
004 Fabius Tawnship &0 80 1.00%
(05 Fawn River Township ) 30 0.00%
006 Florence Township $38,352 838,577 0.59%
007 Flowerfield Township 545,342 565,574 22.57%
(08 Leonidas Townzhip 5108.410 5111,321 269%
009 Lockpart Tewnship $150.528 5151,750 0.81%
010 Mendon Tawnship $176,651 $1490,9449 8.09%
011 Mettville Township 555,408 549,713 -10.28%
012 Nattawa Township 5201,057 §201.540 017%
013 Park Township §216,192 5213,948 -0.58%
014 Sherman Township 564,229 564,995 1.19%
015 Sturgis Township &0 50 0.00%
016 White Pigean Township $359,573 5348947 -2.95%
061 Three Rivers City $4,202.095 $3.362 581 -20.22%,
052 Sturgis City 54,152,341 $2,758 834 -12.48%
040 Burr Oak Village 5127 860 5129037 0.92%
041 Colon Village $374.G80 $363,600 -2.88%
042 Centreville Village 5250,526 §246,314 -1.68%
043 Constantine Village S85G,808 768,062 -8.02%
044 Mendon Village 5219625 $176.259 -20.20%
045 White Pigeon Village $271.530 5260,303 3.23%

Data obfained from the 2016 St. Joseph County Apporlionment Report

Rev. 12/2015
C:\Users\doug\Desktop\MASTER 16-AR-1 Questionnaire_Township 3.docx
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Additional the following chart points out that the assessed values of Lockport Township
parcels have increased 1.50 percent over the last year whereas the assessed values of
property in the City of Three Rivers decreased by 20.17 percent. Again attempting to
find any logic behind the City of Three Rivers of the River Country Recreation Authority
to make such a move is difficult to recognize.

TOTALVALUES
Numberof 2015 Rssessed 2016 Assessed 2015 Tawghle 2016 Tasable

Uk Uit Nae Parals Valuz Value f Change Value Value b Change
(00 Bure 0k Townehip L6 SI00699000 SM2E0000  Ja%E LRI beeJehAN)  440%
(2 Colon Township LAD S190AN0800  SISELA00 A SI0IB00  Sl0neRied L%
003 Constanthe Township L0 162268000 SLSNA00  -I00%%  SIDLOG0N SI07A08850 02T
(04 fabius Townshlp 2% SBIGER0 SIO0NAN0 LM UMY SIS 040N
005 Fan River Townshly 03 SORILN00  SSB205000 0% SISIRNEDS  SMSAIGNA  OmE
036 Flarsnce Townehlp il SOSULEO0  SHOBRO00 OO MIBOME  I06MS  056%
(07 Flawerfiehd Township 0% SIO0IIAA3  S0SIRAES SR SALODGISS  SEDAVSIN e
(08 Leonidas Townehp 00 209000 SBU0200 Lk MLUBA0B  MIRLAL oM
009 Lochpart Tourshly LB SIR6RS600  SMLISR000  SSEK SI00Gee 3 S10SEIEND 150K
(10 Mendon Townshlp LASE SHLYSA0 SLRASIA0  aB%  SMUSBL RONGE 6y
011 Matnlle Tounshln fth WLEN0B00  SHIOLNO0 Mk SSROSBEIT  SEIBBOSSH 1028
012 Notrawa Tawnghip N0 SIERANN00 SULBREN DI SIS0 Sl8RG0E 0%
013 Park Township WL SUATINN  SUAN0 e S0 Sl Dy
0L Sheman lawnship MUE - SIES300156 SIS RI00  ISH LA MY 1m0l L1y
018 Sturgls Townshlp L SIIe6100  SMASBMD A% SAOBSAIM S400008  -128%
(1 Whice Plaeon Township DB SIOORI00  SMSSL0 00M S1pdL30 S1snanier  -2ogy
051 Three Rivers Ciry 3,148 90066600  SIOAPRI00 16N SAMANG  SULANS 0%
052 Sturgis ity G115 SDRBEIN0 SIALN0 BRI SMAMEMN SHLSLIL 12504

&, Joseph County Total 3105 52630 810 08¢ 42,61!,3!!,3’33 Q85 51,950 164 984 lbb:')ﬂlUIS 3.1%

Data obtained from the 2016 St. Joseph County Apportionment Report

Rev. 12/2015
C:\Users\doug\Desktop\MASTER 16-AR-1 Questionnaire_Township 3.docx
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2010
] i‘
Developmental Total Personal,
0.00% \ 235% Agiculural,
25.97%
St. Joseph County *.
Lockport Township Residenta, —
Summary of Recommended 67.58% 3.46%
County Equalized Values and Trends
Industrial, 0.64%
Data obtained from lhe 2016 St. Joseph Colnty Equalization Report
A (

St. Joseph County
Lockport Township

Summary of Recommended
County Equalized Values and Trends

Total Personal,
2.36%

Developmental,

0.00% \

1

Residential,

66.85% Commercial,

361%

Industrial, 0.68%

Data obtained from the 2015 St. Joseph County Equalization Report

Rev. 12/2015

C:\Users\doug\Desktop\MASTER 16-AR-1 Questionnaire_Township 3.docx
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question, depending on what decision is made, one of the
parties may appeal this to the Court of Appeals. I don’t
take any offense at that. These are complicated issues, and
they’re emotionally charged issues. People are talking
about where they live, their neighbors, the traffic on their
street, the ability to provide a sports facility for young
people in Three Rivers. And this has, to some extent,
divided the community. I think, if you were to take a vote,
certainly, I don’t know that this would--I don’t think it
would be approved in a vote of the voters of Lockport
Township, and I don’t think it would be approved by the
voters of the City of Three Rivers. But that doesn’t
matter. Now, the City Commission is empowered by the voters
of the City of Three Rivers to do their legislative
business, and as Mr. Mulder pointed out, this is a
legislative act, not an administrative act.
“With this recreational agreement, the

City of Three Rivers agrees to pay for the

costs and expenses related to the management

and operation of the recreational programs,

provided, however, that the City may charge

reasonable fees for the use of the

recreational facility, and participation and

recreational programs.”

I don’t know where that money’s going to come from, but
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that’s not a question that’s before the Court. I don’t know

how they settled on a $755,000.00 price for this parcel of
property. That’s not a question before the Court. I don’t
know whether there are other appropriate locations in the
City of Three Rivers or somewhere else that would meet this
need. And as I said, I'm not sure why they wouldn’t use a
parcel they already owned, as opposed to having to purchase
one. But again, that’s not before the Court. Those are
policy questions for the boards, and Lockport Township, by
their current board, does not want this facility at this
location. That doesn’t make them bad guys or anti-kid, or
anti-City of Three Rivers. They have their legitimate
reasons why they don’t want this there.

The City does want it there. At least the City
Commission wants it at that location. And they’re not able
to get a 425 agreement. They’re not able to get a urban
cooperation agreement. And it’s very unlikely that if they
puréhased it, which they have, they would get a special use

variance to do what they want to do there.

So, what’s left to them is this option of annexation by

resolution, it’s been referred to. And there’s a specific
statute; it’s been cited a number of times. It’s 117.98(a),
I think it is. And they’re saying, This statute allows us
to do this, whether the people in Lockport Township like it

or not, we can do this. Now, whether it was done like a
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